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REMARKS/ARdUMENTS 

Rejection of claims 1-2, 4, 6-7. 13-14; and 47 under 35 U.S.C § i02fb) as being anttctpated by 
WO 91/04918 (Poklukar) 

Applicant respecttkily requests reconsideration of tlie rejection of ciaims 1-2, 4, 6-7, 13- 
14, and 47 under 35 U.S.C § 102(b) as being anticipated by Poklukar. 

Claim I inckides the foliowmg limitmiom: 

A method of fonning a bag, the method including: 

a) pro^idniu an ebnyatc tubuia! mcmbc! having oppo'sod end*; at loast one end 
of whicli defines an open mouth: 

b) foldiiig opposed poilions of liK* lubular member to extend at least paitKiiK 
across the moiuh: 

c) pOiUionnig a p<iael to exund actoss tlie opposed poirions, and 

d) securing the panel ajtd the opposed ponions togetlioi thct eb>' to fonn a base of 
the bag to close tlie mouth at the at least one end of the tubular member. 

(Claim 1, labeled and underlined for ea se of reference and emphasis, respectively) 

Pokhikar does not disclose a method of forming a bag. Instead, Pokhikar discloses a method of 
fonning a "bag handle". F or confmBation^ the examiner is respectftdiy referred to the section 
entitled "disclosure of invention" in Poklukar, 

Pokluksir describes a handle 10 which includes a bridge tiiembef 14 comprising eloiigated 
portions 1 5 and 16, respectively. An underside of the elongated portion 16 can be attached to top 
flaps 1 3a (also ! 1 7), 1 3b (also 1 18) of a bag 1 3 using adhesive. Attaching the bridge member 14 
(114) to tlie flaps 13a (1 17) and 13b (1 IS) does not form a base of a bag. 

Moreover, applicant respectfully submits that it is improper for the examiner to interpret that the 
"folder opposed end and the panel (1 14) forms the base of the bag". Quite cleaily, the drawings 
of Poklokai" show a handle being attached to a teg of a bag. In this regard, the examiner is 
referred to Figure 2 of Poklukar where it is quite clear that tire flaps 13a, i3b form a cover over 



contents placed in the bag. If it were otherwise, and the flaps 13% and 1 3b fontied a base of the 
bag, as argued by the Examiner, then the handle 10 would attach to a base of a bag meaning tliat 
the bag would be carried upside down. Moreover the contents of the bag wouid then fall through 
the flaps 1 3a, and Bb, which would not make a very good bag. 



At any event, Pokkikar ciearly discloses that the handle 10 is attached to the top of the bag, e.g. 
see Pokkikar, page 10 hnes 10-15 where it is stated tliat *' tlie iengtli of the bridge elongated 
portion should normally equal tiie length of the top surface of the container to which the handle 
is attached, and the attachment panels should extend down the side walls of tlie container. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that PoMukar does not: disclose the 
etnphasized limitations of independent claim L 

.A>ccordi«gly, the Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider the rejection of claitu 1, and its 
dependent claims 2, 4, 6-7, 13-14. 



Reiectioa of claims 3 attd 5 under 3 $ l.j .S.C: ^ 103(a) as being itnpatentable over WO 91/04918 
(Pokiukar) in view of US patent no. 4877337 (Wood) 

Dependent claims 3 and 5 depet^d from, and include all the limitations of independent 
claim 1, which is shown to be allowable for the reasons given above. Therefore, Applicant 
respectfully requests the reconsideration of dependent claims 3 and 5 and requests withdrawal of 
the rejection, 

Rejectt-'.n (if claims ]5-]'>, and 3-^- 10 i")J.i ^-^l ^i, ^ as b emg unpatentable over 

\\ O 91/04918 ({ oklukai) m view of US patent no. 469I,K^S (Ro.vstacr} 

Dependent claims 8-12 and 15-19 depend from^ and inciude all tlie limitations of 
independent claltn L which is shown to be allowable for the reasons given above. Therefore, 
Applicant respectfiilly requests the reconsideration of dependent claims 8-12 and 1 5-19 and 
requests withdra wal of the rejection. 
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Independent claim 35 includes iiitjitaiioiis similar in scope to tlie limitations of claim I, 
which is shown to be ailowable for the reasons given above, Tlierefore, Applicant respectfuliy 
requests the reconsideration of independent claim 35 and requests witMravval of the rejection. 

ne[Jt'ncie}U oLitnb depend fioni, and itKliKle <U1 ihe hinil.uui'U 'n independent 
ciaim 35, which js shown to be aiiowable for the reasons gi\en above Ihetetofe \ppiicam 
icspcctfuiiv icqucst^s the reconsideration of dependent claims 36-40 and lequests witlidiav^u! oi 
the rejection. 



Applicam respect&lly requests that a timely Notice of AHowance be issued in this case. 
Such action is earnestiy solicited by the .Applicant. Should the Examiner have any questions, 
comments, or suggestions, the Examiner is invited to contact the Applicant's attorney or agent at 
the telephone number indicated below. 

If necessary, please charge any additional fees or credit overpaytiiejat to Deposit Accoimt No, 



OQtjghjgig» 



503437. 



Re^ectftdly submitted, 
IJonel Nicholas y antzivis 
By his Representatives, 



Hahn and Moodley LLP 
Castomer Number 52418 



Tel: 650 796 5417 



408 350 0489 



Date 



December. 29 2010 



By ^ymij Moodley./ 
Vani Moodley 
Reg. No. 56631 
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